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In the absence, of specific information about a person, we often rely

. 4 <. s .
‘on stereot;Les to determine our reaction toward him. That is, we implicitly
. . - 3 . * 8

' *

assign the person to a particular category or grdup, and respond to him

» .

on the basis of that categorization " If the group is viewed Rositi’vely,'"we'

respond to the ind1v1dual posit1vely, if the group is vi§wed negatively,

13

-

we respond to the individual negat1vely Moreover, the use of stereotypes

4

3 i . ~ . N . LI 7

iS-probabLy fac}litated tg\:he extent that group members are easily - - .
’/ . [

identified, marked3 or in some way stigmatized. .

+ . ’ ~ ¢
R ,

Recent research has suggested that the elderly may represent~such a

’

-stlgmatized group (Axelrod & Eisdorfer, 1961 Hickey, Hickey, & Kalish

.
vi " [l

1968), Spec1fically, the elderly appear to be'grouped separately and

o S G oW t

reacted to differently*from othef age groups The general reaction is one

w e -.‘.\ '

oﬁ negativity (McTav15h 1971) The aged axe stereotypically viewed as’

... J. Y

being generally‘ill men?ally slow inactive, unproductive, bothersome

, . ) ’ , .

and self- derogating (see-e.g. Aaronson, 1966 Eisdor&er & Altrocchi

1961 Axelrod &‘Eisdorder 1961/)Hickey et at s 1968; 3Hickey & Kalish

~?

. &

<. N .

[

, Co <o . P TN

o . In ‘all’ of these studies subgects s1mply neported the1r attitudes and

o . :

beliefs about old people in general. Seldom are subjects asked to respond_

-
-
l

ﬂto a particular old person, or g1ven any persbnal 1nformation about the

' target before making their ratings However, stereotypes might be used
ﬁv

- . ), ., . ’

most often in just thoSe situations where “specific 1nformation about .

" . . ., - )

the target is 1acking. ) . - > e, LT
T, . . . < ’

.
L] - ¢«

It seems reasonable'ﬁo ask what impact the hnfavorable'stereotype f'_
N
would have on subjepts wheﬂ they are responding nog to the category "old
o
peOple", but to one specifie old person Qbout whom personal ip‘formation
) { ..

'.has ‘been provided. One‘pgssibility isughgt,perggnalizing‘rhg,xaxge; -

. person may- evdke .sympathy for him amomg raters.’.This'maleead raters to .
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e ’ compensate for the stereotype by kesponding more favora ly to the st1gmatized
~ ) . .
target‘person (cf. | Schuman § Harding,&é963): Indeed such sympathy might -7,
- 1
N . ‘ .

lead to an overcompensatlon, so that. an elderly perSon is rated more favorably

.

’

. ‘than a similarly portrayed younger person. “The latter possibility is suggested

. .

'by recent research op reactions to a*différent stigmatized group--black
7 g gma !
Americans, thugh stereotypes of blacks are‘changingy‘the white majority/', N

’

still views blacks as a category; with suspicion,,hostility, and negative
R . ) - . e X 1
" prejudice Xezg;,,Pettigrew, l97l; Sigall &'Page,:l97l).‘ Yet in a recent’
. b - . . . ° « [

series of experiments, rateRs evaluated an enonymous person more positively

IS -

- ~ v
* if he was labeled as be1ng black than 1f he was not: labeled as. to-his B
-, " .‘ Nep o . . '
rac1a1 1dent1ty (Carver,.Glass, Snyder, & Kata, ‘Note 1). This positivity"‘ Do,
¢ - \0« . -

gffect was obtained in three separate inStances, each:of which used a bogus

V&
- - ¥

_interview ttanscript to present-perSonal information about the targets.

L P

- PR

Another question that may be asked 1s whether the sympathy and over— K
el .

compensation produced by personalization depends on thé 1nformatioﬁ‘prgsented
’, N - - fn
= about'the target. ,One possibility is that oyercompensation occurs gnly .
¢ . . . < . : A .
when the information contradicts the stereotype. If so, an older person’ f.
. ~ 7 Q [ ta

A} ‘.

should be rated more favorably than a younger person only when both are

presented in a pos}tive manner. Alternatively, perhaps the information about

M e \ 1'—- .
the target need tot conflict‘:ith the stereotype——rather;_personalizatlon of
1y . [ 3] b 4 .
the target per se may be sufficiena to produce sympathy andPONercompénsation. ’

. . . R
v, » « .

If so, older persons should receive mofte favorable ratings,than younger personsJJ
L . . : . . .
A v ) ¢ ‘e - 2 ’
regardless of whether +both are portrayé in a positivé or a. negative manner.
r » .

The research I'm about to describe investigated these hotionsf Each -
- . - ' «/ . .

subject was asked to, read what was~portrayed as- a transcript’ of a personal - ‘
interview. .The.transcript preseﬁted the interviewee in either a"positive or * ., - !

\ ”~ - -

N ’

a negative manner. Information contained in thé/transcript indicated that

S
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o ‘ -*‘After this-introduction, each subject was given'thranscript of

Lo ’ 13 questions’and answerg,

! o P - -

.

S . . the target person was either 23 or 75 years of age. It was predicted that

- 4

’ " Ly ¥ \
the persohaI'information contained.in the’transcripts would ,evoKe sympathy,

.

. . . \ . ‘ .

-t

and théreby lead subjects to overcompensate for thedr stereotvpe'of the

4

eiderly by réting the 75 vear old target more favorably than the 23 year

~ .

.- .old‘target. = . i o« .: e
. ¢ b ' . \ ¢ ) . ' . .Method .y, N . : .
. »,_;' e } ) _ ' ‘ . P
. Subjeét -~ , : | -
» v - B . . . ‘\M ‘

The subjects were 2} women and 19 men, selected from introductory‘"'

. . !
-

péychology courses at/garnegle—Mellon Un1vers1ty. Subjects completed the

. - - ‘ : "
experiments in groups ranglng in sdize froﬁ’two to six and were randomly
- - ., . . Co

[

assigned w1th1n each group “to ¥né of the experimental condltlons described,

G ] .. S ' . .t . -0 . €
' . below. . . - E !

* — .
2. . ) « . - |

s, . Procedure S . - [

|

' A
) L _The~subjects wére told that they would be participatfing in a

5

study_on impression formation. It was explained that the experiment’ con-

<

. sisted of threelconditions. In one condltion, subJects watched a video-

-
-

¢ e ~ [ M

" tape of an actual interview and then evafuated the interviewee. Another

E > . 3

Nx:‘ grotp of subJects ostensibly listened to an audiq}ape of the interview

‘\. , o

s

* before\mak;ng the1r ratings. The present’ subjects were being asked to

P N
- - o
.

read typewritten“transcripts of the same-interview andgthen rate’ the

” . ' - oL N\
interviewee in a similar manner. Subjects were told tpat he purpose of
the study was to determine how impressieng would differ. a a function’of

. ] 7

how the interview infofmation was_presentbd.

N

- \ A ) o -

) « [ LI

’

.s \ “the bogus interview A line‘at the ‘top of the transcript presénted some

’
. >
"

v thsical charteristics of the interviewee and was followed by a series of

- - .
» . - “a -

B . - [ ) “ N . . o~ v

. " : S ~
l(: . ‘ X . ) ) ] o . o

.




P

75 yeaps of age.

. %

~ - a

‘fifst question on ‘the transcript asked

) Dependiné on age'ponﬂition, the answer
‘ - twenty-four in about’ three months," or

>

«

.
e

.

transeripF read. "Dan B., Male, 23 5' 9"' 150 pounds."

condltion, .the 11ne read '"Dan B., Male, 75 5' 9", 150 pounds."

1

*  Half of the eubjecte were Jed to believe'that the interviewee was

[N

Py oo

In the old .

The

Al

'thé interviewee to state’his age.

wak. edther "Twenty-tHree, iﬂll'Be

)

- oy . N
23 years of age; the remainder were led to believe that the respondent was

In the ybung condition, the;;ine ééross the top of the :

-

"Seventy—fﬁve,'l'll be seventy-six

o ineabout .three months,"

‘Tbe,followingtadditional question was also

inserted into the transcripts of the’old eondition:

"How 1ong have you

been coming to this community center for‘gged?"

‘

¢

) " . was "Since T turned 65, for the last .10 ‘'years I guess..

To maintain

J

credibility, while retaining-e parallel between the transcripts of the

The respondent =) reply

4

-

two, age conditions, the wordingrof” some of the duestions and answvers

versus "What do

-

differ'ed in tense, e.g., "What did your parents do?"

»

-

L)

your parents do?"

wise igfntical.

The transcripts for the two ageconditions were others

.

A

\

Half of'the snzgects.in each age condition received 3‘f5vorable

A . ' ! ’w .

transcript in which the’interviewee was portrayed as a pgrson with an

bo » %
friends.”

~

o~

s
w

The, remaining suﬁjeéts.read unfavorable transcripts whién

upper-middle class baékgrgund, high ambitions, varied iﬁterests,?and‘many"
) ¢

'portnayed<thelinterViewee\as‘a person from a lower class background, with”

. - -

oo -8

-~

]

v

el

o

-~

¢

-. '“ona series of il descriptive'diménsions.

¢

few friends, no particular interests, and no plens for the future.

B N 'a ~ ! . !
. " After reading-the transeript, each subject rated the interviewge

Each dimension conéisted;of a

7—pofnt scale anchored By polar—opgosite adjectives, €.8., "intelligene"

"

H

ol

versus
. w

PEN

unintelligent," "hardworking. versus "lazy."

The 1l,ratings frere
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Y . summed t6 yield am overall measure of the interyiewee's attractiveness to
be . . ‘. ~E R - N o
e ’ : : y o . T ‘ . ’
.. the subject. a0 . .. ) ‘
. \ . - - + . -—l ‘(Q . . N -
" ) N The foregoing manipulations yielded a 2 x.2 factorlak deslgn otd '
. = - versus young target perso'n gnd fa‘Vorable versus unfavorable transcript.
L4 ¢ K]
¢« T b . v o ' )
B . = Results R . .
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.

Thé dependent'yariabie was the attractiveness'r;tings of the
interylewee sumned acrost ,the 11 descr1pt1ve dimensions (see Table 1) b
‘ Subjegts4ého'read favorable transcripts were Fore attracted to the -
! ., ) - .' . ., . . )‘.j\ ¢ )

v ‘ v /4 . ‘ i

0

‘ IpsertrTable 1 about*here- - K
. . i . . S . - 'Y
. . B ’ z .. ‘

interViewee than those who read.unfayorabie transcripts, Ef(l’ ;;;\= .

P
M .

. RN ' .
- 75.84, p < .0001, thus establishing the effectiveness of ‘the favorability

’ indi) - . . 7 %
More importantly, the interviewee was rated higher when

. . [ «

.. maniouiation.

he’ was presented as 75 years of age than when he was presegfed as-: - »

¢

.
*~

-

!
23 years of<age, F (1 36) =11, 56, .R & 003. This tendency for the

« .

older target person‘to,be r7ted more pos1tive1y than the younger target‘.r

was significant in both the favorable transcript condition;_

04

person

. o . v,

I

.2.20, B_<.053'and the unfavorable transcript *®ondition,

2f60’ B_<.92: N ) :

- ~ . , . .
“ Discussion | ) .

: : oL ' - . "

N Previous research has 1nyestigated reactions toward the e1der1y

3 » - E‘“ Lk

by having subjects respond to the general category of zold persons." “In -

o

.

. ' .general, this prior research has shown that as a group the elderly are

) S reactéd to negatively (McTavish,'i971). I%} the present;researcﬁ: subjects -,

received specific information about a particular e1der1y person before

» v

rating him. .Jt was argued that. such personalization of’the target would

\ N . - o« . -

. evoke sxmpathy for him, and thereby produce a tendency to overcompensate

- ~ N 54
; ¢
»
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¢ . “ ’ o . . .S

- - . ) . - . @ “ - , N
. fer the stereotype. This overcompensation was expected ‘to manifest itself N
NG . ' . oo . ‘. . . . .
through more positive-ratings of~the older stimulus person. . N
. ‘ . h S S : St

’ ~ The data were consistent with this reasoning: the 75 year old target'

was rated more favorably than the 23 year old targef. Moréoﬁer, the older
. . B - ,.. ‘ .. »

. target was rated more positively regardless bf whether the stimulus persons
) -~ l . ‘ v .
q N - - . . . . . ]
©  were portrayed in a favorable,or unfavorable manner, , Apparently, pkr— . -

-
P

. . Sonallzatlon of the target per se is sufficient to produce oVerpompensatlon.
’ te
. Although the data are consistent w1th ‘an explanation based on over-
'compensation other é€xplanations might be offered., For example, a second /

' “ . . . ' "

.&pvious efpl@nation is that subjects may have responded morleaqgrably - 4

to the,stigmatized target-simply because it was the socially desirable~

. . ’ -~

. . thingito.do;' A third explanation derives from Kelley s (1971) .
| 'augnentatién°prlnciple of attribution. Briefly’summarized, the pringiple R

" holds that aqtor;'are‘given credit by observers for having to strugglel .
° to overcome some‘inhioiting influEnce‘in produclng a behavior. Per:/ .7
. ) ° L ] . . .

! sopalization may make the subject more aﬁar;>of the limiting and .. ..

-
» v

» ’ - . N
inhibiting factors which confront elderly persons. If so, the increased
M ' . . A > " .
¥ : :
salience of this general negatiye environment Might then lead the subject .
. J’ -—
to increment hls rating of the aged accordingly. It'should be noted

-

that an explanation bgsed on augmentatlon is not necessarlly incompatible

. . . j . .

‘. with)an explanatlon based on Sympathy. In ﬁadt,-peroept on of the ’ -
.o - ,t
zstlgmatlzed target as struggling against a- hoétile environment may even , .
(. provide the %asis for a symgathetic reaétionl oL . ‘ -

’

N ‘ ' 3 4 ! ’,/ .
Regardless o%iwhich explanation applieé. the present findings

4 ’ . i
. ¢

) ) . have 1mportant implicatlons for past reseaqch on reactions to the elderly.
» vy
‘This previous research has shown that when,asked to respond to the general ..

. '
T e %

/ : __,:- L. I Ce -
~category of old person,-subjects '‘typically respond more negatively to

Y

T \,.\ . - .
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older persons than to younger persouns (see ..g., McTavish, 1971).. In . «
:: .. R 7&.. e . Lo . . v ¥ . s 'S .
. .( coptrast‘:_, ‘he present research has shown’that this negative prejudice can *
' \ R ‘ - . . . N « ~ - .
- "+ ‘be turned into a positive prejudice 'if subjects are asked to‘respond.to )
' @ . a.particular old person about whom some personal inforgation is:know. This ’
. ~ .

‘ v/ ’
. L Y . . ‘
. , finding is consistent with those \findings reperted by Brubaker & Powers, ’

PEY .- . . . . . AR . . - A
) *- (2976) who ‘also argue that personalization of' the elderly lead thegv.\yb ,
. .4 ’ : P ‘

,;’ be rated more positively. *In brief, the.thrust of these remarks is \‘
; P . .-, ,., . s N . . .
#‘thaf personalization is an important variable inp understanding reactions’ ’ ’
. +  to-the elderlyy and*that earlier studies may-have oveTrestimated the .* - ~
L . v, i . . - Lot , . 7
N ‘ 3 . s .‘ N ’ o . ~ 4 ' 3 . ‘
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. & - N - 0 )
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Footnotes

.
- 2
.
. ot ’ a

1

. y Copies of the.intérviéw'transcripts,uwhich were based on those

»

" used by Carver et al. (Nate 1), are avajlable from the senior

1

+ author upon request.

e . o - . »
. .

2A11‘tes£§ of statistical significance reported in this paper
LT : J S . . .

‘are two-tailed. ' - .
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